REMARKS 

Applicants thanks the Examiner for the interview of May 11, 2009. At the 
interview, the Examiner, while admitting that the independent claims distinguished the 
currently cited references, requested more detail in a number of independent claims 
regarding back end processing. Applicants' representative and the Examiner have had 
further telephonic discussions exploring possible claim language that could be included 
in the claims. During these discussions the Examiner continued to indicate that 
additional detail regarding back end processing and further treatment of parser outputs 
was desirable. Applicants have not amended the claims in accordance with the 
Examiner's suggestions since Applicants respectfully submits that such additional detail 
is not required to make the claims patentable (i.e., novel and non-obvious). Furthermore, 
during such telephonic discussions the Examiner indicated that an obviousness-type 
double patenting rejection may be issued in a subsequent Office Action based on US 
Patent No. 6,374,261 . Applicants respectfully submit that the pending claims are non- 
obvious in view of the '26 1 patent. 

Applicants present this Amendment and Response to address the Office Action 
having a mailing date of December 23, 2008, and to supplement the Amendment and 
Response filed on March 20, 2009. In the interest of efficiency, the arguments and 
remarks included in the amendment and Response of March 20, 2009, are hereby 
incorporated herein by reference. Furthermore, Applicants present the following 
remarks. 

Claims 1-4, 8-12, and 14-31 were previously rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as 
being anticipated by U.S. Patent Publication No. 2004/0010780 to Garvin [hereinafter 
"Garvin"]. In order for a rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) to be proper, each and every 
claim element must be found either expressly or inherently in a single prior art reference. 
(MPEP § 2131). Applicants respectfully submit that Garvin fails to teach several aspects 
of the independent claims and respectfully request that the rejection of the pending claims 
be reconsidered and withdrawn. 

Garvin is generally directed toward a fuzzy parser that processes source code files 
received from a single source code source. The fuzzy parser is allowed to trade absolute 
accuracy for robustness and speed, thereby permitting the fuzzy parser to be particularly 
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useful in very large bodies of software. It is clearly seen in Fig. 1 of Garvin that the 
source code files 9 which are ultimately parsed by a number of different intermediate 
files 13 is received from a single source code source 8. See Garvin 36-5 1 . 

The present invention, on the other hand, provides a meta-parser and methods of 
using such a meta-parser that are adapted to receive and process data input streams from 
multiple telecommunication components, which may or may not provide 
telecommunication data input streams in similar formats. Accordingly, the present 
invention is able to robustly parse an input stream that possibly has different input 
structures. This is contrasted to the system of Garvin that parses source code from a 
single source. 

Accordingly, the pending claims are allowable. 

The dependent claims provide further reasons for allowance. 

As an example, dependent claims 3, 1 1, 24, and 25 provide that the input stream 
may comprise headers, which may correspond to nonstandardized headers. Applicants 
respectfully disagree with the Examiner's assertion that Garvin teaches the use of headers 
as is contemplated by embodiments of the present invention. 

As another example, claims 12, 20, 24, and 29 provide details related to the use of 
a token in connection with the input stream. Applicants respectfully disagree with the 
Examiner's assertion that Garvin teaches the use of tokens as is contemplated by 
embodiments of the present invention. 
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Based on the foregoing, Applicants believe that all pending claims are in 
condition for allowance and such disposition is respectfully requested. In the event that a 
telephone conversation would further prosecution and/or expedite allowance, the 
Examiner is invited to contact the undersigned. 

Respectfully submitted, 
SHERIDAN ROSS P.C. 



Date: June 2, 2009 By: /Matthew R. Ellsworth/ 

Matthew R. Ellsworth 
Reg. No. 56,345 
1560 Broadway, Suite 1200 
Denver, Colorado 80202 
Telephone: 303-863-9700 



12 



